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Dear Bruce, 
+ 

(S) I am becoming increasingly concerned over the analytical bias 
which has, over the past year, crept into some CIA unilaterally- 
produced articles regarding the Soviet Navy. Even though this is 
probably more a reflection of the relative inexperience of new CIA 
maritime analysts than agency policy, it is resulting in the 
wide dissemination of a number of articles which base the analysis on 
@ single narrow factor and do a disservice to the reader by drawing 
major conclusions thereon rather than putting the single factor in 
proper perspective. Thus, in many respects, it appears that the 
preconceived conclusion is driving the selection of data and supporting 
' rationale rather than the reverse. 


(S) One of the most frequently misused single fuctors is a tonnage 
comparison between Soviet and U. S. shipbuilding which is increasingly 
finding its way into CIA products. Tonnage is an exceedingly important 
factor but not in itself. It must be considered along with many other 
factors which are in many respects far more significant than tonnage 
alone. I attempted to make this concern known last June when I 
forwarded my letter serial 0011531P942 in response to your Intelligence 
Memorandum, "Soviet Defense Policy, 1962-1972". Even though I considered 
the treatise on tonnage of the shipbuilding section of that document 
to be poorly. presented, I believe that the article; "USSR: Naval 
Shipping" on page 9 of the 2/3/73 CIA Weekly Review, even more 
objectionable. Again, the major, if not only, factor considered was 
tonnage and little if any weight was given to numbers, capabilities 
to carry out assigned missions, firepower, or differing requirements 
for large ships. The article concludes with the statements that the 
Soviet shipbuilding program is--"...modest, much less than U.S.; 
the USSR remains well behind the U.S. in overall effort given to 
naval shipbuilding". Yet, there is a paradoxical statement, stated 
in the negative and buried in paragraph 2, that the Soviets have 
built about twice as many ships during the last five years as the U.S. 


(S) Just as a purely numerical comparison is unjustified threat- 
building, recent CIA articles which treat tonnage comparisons in 
isolation lead the reader into a false sense of complacency unless 
properly caveated. It is not the accuracy of the data which is being 
challenged but the use of an extremely narrow base upon which to 
derive, or strongly infer, major conclusions. If this series of 
articles is intended to balance other articles slanted in favor of 
Soviet accomplishments, they are guilty of the same error in analysis 
but to the other extreme. : 
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(S) Another example of the type of CIA reporting that is causing 
my increased concern recently appeared in the Strategic Research 
Monthly Review| pase 3, titled, "Soviet Naval Deployments 
Level Off in the Seventies”. The subject matter of this article, 


very similar to the tonnage issue, appears to be driven by editorial 
bias rather than a desire to present a balanced treatment of the subject. 


(S) Here again, gross figures are used in isolation rather than 
looking deeper into what factors drove those figures. In essence, 
the CIA article combines all Soviet out-of-area ship days to arrive 
at the conclusion that deployments have leveled off in the seventies. 
This is believed to not only do a disservice to the reader but to 
be so biased as to be inaccurate. As pointed out in the Navy input 
to NIE 11-10-73, "Soviet Policy and Military Posture in Third World 
Areas", the trend line in Soviet naval out-of-area ship days from 
1965 through 1972 undertaken to increase Moscow's influence in the 
Third World has not only not leveled off -- it has continued to 
increase. A number of anomalies have occurred which have affected 
gross Soviet out-of-area ship day figures but they have been confined 
to abnormalities in exercise activities caused by international 
confrontations between U.S. and Soviet forces and not to any shift 
in Moscow's policy regarding Soviet naval expansion in distant areas. 


(S) In 1970, the Soviets conducted Exercise OKEAN -- the largest 
exercise ever conducted (over 200 ships of which 45 were submarines). 
this exercise was conducted worldwide and caused the 1970 ship day 
figures to be abnormally inflated. Conversely, in 1971, only the 
Soviet Pacific Fleet held a major exercise, while in 1972, there was 
no Soviet major open-ocean exercise by any of the four fleets. This 
was due in part to the Soviet naval reaction to the India-Pakistan 
War of 1971 and their reaction to the U.S. mining of North Vietnamese 
ports in the Spring of 1972; however, these did not compensate and 
the figures are believed to be considerably depressed. Admittedly, 
in the Mediterranean, Soviet naval forces appear to have reached 
the total number (about 50) considered necessary by the Soviets 
to accomplish their assigned mission. This is particularly relevant 
when considering reductions in the U.S. SIXTH Fleet from about 50 
units in the late 1960's to their current level of between 30 ana ho, 


(S) Thus, the CIA analysis, which developes a major conclusion 
by comparing 1972, a year in which there was no major Soviet out- 
of-area exercise, against 1970, a year in which the Soviets conducted 
the largest naval exercise in their history, is considered invalid 
for purposes of developing a trend for Soviet distant area deployments 
undertaken to project Soviet influence. This prime judement will 
remain submerged to both the analyst and the reader until Soviet 
exercise ship days are subtracted from the gross totals at which time 
the true nature of Soviet distant area deployments becomes evident. 
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(S) In summary, the analysis conducted, and upon which these 
articles were based, is cause for concern and deserving of attention. 
The use of graphs and charts filled with statistical data is 
impressive but unless tempered with balance and factors which do 
not readily lend themselves to mathematical quantification, the 
results are often misleading. Thus, I believe that it is incumbent 
upon both of us to insure that individual drafters do not extend 
an analysis beyond the reasonable limits of the data researched. 
There is always the desire to author the article that portends the 
revelation or disproves the accepted but the true value of such 
work stems more often from the efforts of the editor than the labors 
of the reporter. 


Rear Admiral, U. S. Navy 


Mr. Bruce Clarke 

Director, Strategic Research 
Central Intelligence Agency 
Washington, D. C. 20505 
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(S) The Chief of Naval Gperations and I received and 
reviewed with considerable interest your Intelligence 
Memorandum; "Soviet bears Policy, LeGe bos as oe 
we found it to be a very fins product | a of considerable 


and which contains a conceptual error.” The are: 
building which is treated on pages 14 and 15 of 
Considering all there is to sey ehout comarati 
mg programs within the U.S. and USSR; cere we 
construction rates, current programs, and ships 


(S) There is one area, however, that T consider quite weak 
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yards and capacities, the text concentrates almost entircly 
on tonnage comparisons. The statement is made that, 
we die OULy major area in which they have surpassed the 
G.S. is in numbers of attack SUOMATINES «+ o" The main problem 
with this statoment is in the word numbers which misleads 


he reader away from the tonnage factor £0 one of a 
numerical comparison. The chart on page 15 then illustrates 
that the Soviets cut-produced the i.S. in major surface 
combatants 92 to &3, attack Submarines 117 to 42, snd -- 
had the POLNCCNY class LSM the Soviets had built in Poland 
been included -- in amphibious ships 72 to 4S. fo an 
convinced that there are other significant conclusions to 
eray from this comparison than mere displacement. 


(S) Yonnare comparisons, such as contained in the IM, -re 
extremely misleading and in this case, as well as othe .., 

this cver-concentration on a relatively minor factor tends to 
divert attontion from primary factors such as firepower, speed 
and seaworthiness which are considered better measures of 
combat capabilities. It must be kept in mind t 

naval missions are different than ours, thus, the composition 
of their fleet as well as the design of their unit ciffers. 
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This is not to gay that because their ships differ in de z 
concerts they are less i eee of accomplishing their assisn 
missions -- which in the final analysis is the only criterion 
of importance. 

(S} In order to place prover emphasis where I believe it 
belongs, i.¢., capabilities vice numbers or tonnage, I have 
enclosed a number of charts which I feel may be of valuc ts 
your analysts. The point is that the introduction of a 
relatively sma number of C and P classes cf SSGNs more than 
compensates for the retirement of medium range W class SS 

In major conb nts D 


a S, a few KHIVAK LDGSP far exceed the combat 
capabilities of a large number of Sk a 3 
combatants, the introduction of the SAM configured GRISUA 
and dual-armed (SAM and ae: MANUDCHEA ea technologically 
advancee platforms which hould not be categorized Sttner an 
numbers or tonnage with the fun aia tornedo boats of the 
1950s. 
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developing which concentrates on a relatively oe Conpey ison 
factor -~ that of tonnage -- and excludes an extremely 
complicated but more meaning fl comparison cf capabi ilittes 
and qualitative characteristics in direct relation to 
assicened mission. 

E.F. RECTANUS 

Rear Admiral, U.S. -o77 

Director of Naval Intelligence 
Encl {1} 
Soviet Naval Trend Charts (16) 
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Suring the past decade, the dynamic growth The fact that tne USSR has devoted less 
in, SoOVICt aaval operations world-wide, plus ihe effort to naval ship construction Goes Mot mean 
introduction of several naw weapons systems, has that the Sovict program has not contripurcd to 
aen the improssion of 4 greatly expanded naval Sovict naval capabilities. The construction Of & 


ghipouilding affort. In reality, the over-all rate_of series of modern missile-armed suriace snivs and 


expansion in naval snipbuilding has been qq: - submarines, Tor example, has significantly in- 
esprmauch jes cxpansion during the same je creased the effectivencss of Sovict naval forces. 

. ae . * ‘a 

period. Novertheless, the USSR remains well behind 3n¢ NoT 


US in the over-all ¢ IVG naval ship: se 


In most casessubmarines being the main 
b oxception ihe Soviet Union continues to lag be- 


hind the US. Although the Sovicts built about * 25X1 
[ise as many ships in the past fiv 
Tare TOP eR AIDC saat FC US produced = 
| over twice the Tolal tonnage. ; otal Tonnage by Categories of Ships® 
| (thousands of tons) 
i : Rati % 
As a result of the emphasis upon Ballistic Missile Submarines = US USSR US:USSR Sovie/US | 
ballistic submarine construction, the 1963-67 24 beg — oe | 
e e a . tO. o ve 
Soviets built over three times the sub- 1968-72 ~ * 998 eee O% | 
marine tonnage the US built during. | 
the past tive years. The tonnage for Attack Submarines 
anitack submarines built during the 1963-67 67 254 1:4.5 LhE% 
same period shows little difference. A 1968-72 112 140 121.1 112% | 
». comparison ot tonnages built in other Major Surface Combatants i 
categories of ships shows that the US 1963-67 308" 128 1:0.4 £0% | 
maintains a lead in major surface com- 1968-72 . 283 152 1:0.5 54% i 
| batants, amphibious st Sen malor Minor Surface Combatants . 1 
auxiliaries. Although the oviets are 1963-67 | 9 35 ‘ie soehe | 
ahead in the construction OF minor 1968-72 14 69 1:6 16% 
combatants, these ships make up only , : 
a small portion of the over-all effort. Major Amphibious Ships 
lf the major and minor combatant 1963-67 167 45 1:0.3 27% 
categories are combined, the US still | 1968-72 612 88 1:0. 11% 
has a lead. : Major Naval Auxiliaries 
rd 1963-67 240 - 105 1:0.4 44% 
The data also show the US effort + 1968-72 695 108 1:0.2 18% 
on general purpose ships more than TOTAL 
doubled in the last ten years, while - eter 
the Soviet effort decreased Dy apr ? ae ps oo 
proximately 15 percent. In the : y 
1963-67 period the USSR built ap- F *The figures cover all types of submarines, surface combatants over 100 tons 
proximately 84 percent as much gen- displacement, and the major types of amphibious ships and navel auxiliaries, 
eral purpose tonnage as the US. In the wepased on fullload displacement for surface ships_and surface displacement for 
1968-72 period Soviet construction - submarines, 
fall to about 34 percent of the US” 
level. 25X11 


K US. Navy Cannot have card ty have. wpanded a : | 
dropped 30% om tote! numbers. Peer fer = 
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USSR - Eastern Europe 


Sovict Naval Deployments Level Off in the Seventies 


The levels of Soviet general Purpose naval deployments have stablilized 


over the past two years, suggesting that the rapid expansion in Sovietnaval 


operations characteristic of the late Sixties may be over. This trend may 


reflect current constraints on resources allocated to the Soviet Navy for 
routine operations. 


In each of the major operating areas of the world except the Indian 
Ocean, the pace of Soviet naval activity, measured in ship opefating days, has 
been nearly constant or declining for_the. past_twoyears. (Seé chart, next 
page.) Soviet activity"in the Atlantic, Mediterranean, Caribbean, and West 
African areas has been relatively constant for two years. Activity in the_ 
Pacific Ocean has shown a decline owing primarily to decreases in‘ attack 
submarine and auxiliary ship operations. In Indian Ocean operations— 
exclusive of special harbor clearing activity in Bangladesh—the rise from 
3,150 ship-days in 1971 to 4,630 in 1972 was a consequence of the aug- 
mentation of Soviet forces in that area by 10 ships during the India-Pakistan 
war, Soviet naval units engaged in the harbor clearing work in Bangladesh— 


primarily smal! coastal minesweepers and diving support craft—expended 
roughly 2,500 ship-days in 1972. 


The worldwide level of Soviet general purpose naval activity outside 


home waters has been relatively stable (about one percent growth) gince *\. 


1970 if the foreign aid related activity in Bangladesh is excluded 
Stability in naval activity levels in the ast two years is surprisin 


The leveling off in Soviet deployments thus far in the Seventies presents } 
a contrast to the latter half of the Sixties, when operations of the Soviet 


_Navy’s general purpose units rose at an average rate of 42 percent per year. 


The increase in annual ship-day totals from about 6,270 in 1965 to 35,880 
in 1970 reflects the growth of the Soviet Mediterranean Squadron, 
Particularly after the Arab-Israeli war in 1967, the initiation of operations in 
the Indian Ocean, and increased exercise activity worldwide. “Exercise 
Ocean” alone involved over 200 ships in 1970, 
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